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I. INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND

l. This Order resolves the issues designated for investigation by the Common
Carrier Bureau (Bureau) arising from several local exchange carriers' (LECs') offerings
of line information database (LIDB) service. 1 The affected carriers, Ameritech, Bell
Atlantic, BellSouth, GTE, NYNEX, Pacific, SNET, Southwestern, United, and US West,
filed tariffs to establish charges for transmission services connecting customers to the
carriers' common channel signalling networks (CCS) and for access to the data in their
LIDBs.2 In the LEC LIDB Order3 and the SNET LIDB Order,4 the Bureau suspended the
transmittals for one day, imposed accounting orders, and initiated investigations of the
tariff transmittals referenced above.

2. A LIDB is a database created by an individual LEC. LIDB service enables
customers such as interexchange carriers (IXCs) to query the database to determine
whether a LEC joint use calling card is valid for use, or whether a particular telephone
number can accept conect or third-party billed calls, before transmitting any call using
that card or line number. Each database can be accessed by other LECs, IXCs and other
customers to obtain data on the account status of LEC joint use calling cards, as well as
information on line numbers, such as third party billing or collect call restrictions. This
information is stored in the LIDB and updated by the LEC on a regular basis.

3. Carriers recover the costs of LIDB service through four separate charges. The
first charge recovers the costs of the service control point (SCP) which is the database
itself. The second charge recovers the cost of the SCP port, the transmission lines
between the SCP and the signal transfer point (STP),S and the port in the STP in which
the transmission line terminates. Two other charges recover the cost of the transport
facilities from the IXC's point of presence in its network to the LEC's STP. The first
of these is a per port charge for the port on the signalling network side of the STP. This
port is the place where the transport facility between the IXC's signalling point of
interface (SPOI)6 and the LEC's signalling network terminates. The second subelement

J Local Exchange Carrier Line Information Database, CC Docket No. 92-24, 7 FCC
Rcd 2169 (Com.Car.Bur. 1992) (Desi~nation Order).

2 The list of filing carriers and participating parties, together with the acronyms and
abbreviations we use to refer to them in this Order, appears as Appendix A.

3 Local Exchange Carrier Line Information Database, 7 FCC Rcd 525 (Com.Car.Bur.
1991) (LEC LIDB Order), review denied,S FCC Rcd 2957 (1993).

4 Southern New England Telephone Company, CC Docket No. 92-24, 7 FCC Rcd
1474 (Com.Car.Bur. 1992) (SNET LIDB Order).

S STPs are packet switches that provide CCS message routing and transport.

6 The SPOI is the point at which the LEC's and IXC's CCS networks meet.
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is a chafF per line which recovers the costs of the transport fa,cility itself.7 A diagram
of the LIDS rate structure is contained in Appendix B.'

4. In the P,silJ»lion Order, the Bureau soulbt comment on the following issues:
(1) have the LEes adequately described the LlDB query service in the tariffs; (2) should
the tariffs contain additional detail reprdinl. the technical parameters for transport from
theIXC network to the LEC network; and (3) are the· rate levels established in the tariffs
excessive.9 In this Order we find that the rate levels in the tariffs of eight of the LECs
are excessive, that the LEes have not adequately described the LIDB q~ery service, and
that the tariffs require additional detail regarding the technical parameters for the transport
link. to

u. DISCUSSION

A. Are the rate leyels estAbli~hed in the tariffl exeesaiy,?

5. In the Desjpation Order, the Bureau asked the ~IDB providers to supply cost
information to assist in evaluating whether the rate levels established in the tariffs are
excessive. l1 Subsequently, the Bureau s~rved a data request on the LEC LIDB providers,
seeking additional detail not contained in the LEC direct cases. The LEC LIDS providers
have also submitted ex parte filings, many of which propose rate reductions. 12

a. Pleadin.:s

6. Companies have set their rates by first determinihg the direct per unit investment
required. They then develop direct unit costs by applying loading factors to this
investment and by identifying additional costs (such as software right to use fees) specific

7 See Policies and Rules Concerning Local Exchange Carrier Validation and Billing
Information for Joint Use Calling Cards, Report and Order, CC Docket No. 91-115,7
FCC Rcd 3528 (1992) (LEe CallinK Card Order), recon. pendioa. See also,
Southwestern Bell Telephone Company, Petitions for Waiver of Part 69 of the
Commission's Rules, DA 91-1258, 6 FCC Rcd 6095 (Com.Car.Bur. 1991) (Southwestern
Bell LIDB Order), recon. dismissed, 7 FCC Rcd 5566 (Com.Car.Bur. 1992), review
denied, 7 FCC Rcd 6539 (1992).

8 This diagram is not intended to reflect the actual physical network design, but is
provided to assist in understanding the rate structure.

9 Designation Order, 7 FCC Rcd at 2169.

10 We address the designated issues out of sequence here.

II Desi.:nation Order, 7 FCC Rcd at 2169.

12 ~ Appendix D. Each of the LIDB providers filed multiple ex partes in this
proceeding. The ex partes listed in Appendix D are those which either provide
justification for existing rate levels, or propose rate reductions.
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to~B. All of the companies maintained in their direct cases that the rates, which range
from $0.03 to $O.04S, establiJhedin this manner are reasonable." Nevertheless, seYeral
of the companies have identified in~ pane .filings reductions in their levels of direct
costs and overheads assigned to LlDB rate elements. I"

7. several companies have stated in their direct cases that .they used the Common
Channel Signalling Cos.t Information System (CCSCIS), a proprietau'y cost model
developed by Bellcore,· to ~velop· their unit investments for· the LlDBrate elements. 15

In support of theuse of this'model, companies noted that the equipment used to provide
L1DB service would be used for several services; and that therefore some allocation of
this equipment was required. Because CCSCIS is an engineering-based model, the
companies argued, it is ideal for this purpose. 16

8. Allnet, CompTel, m, MCI and Sprint contend that the rates of all of the LIDB
providers are excessive.I? Allnet,MCland Sprint are particularly concerned about the
reliance placed by the companies on the CCSCIS cost model for the development of their
rates. These commenters complain that none of the LIDB providers using this computer
cost model give a meaningful, detailed explanation as to how CCSCIS works. II

b.Discvssion

9. The LlDB service investigated in this proceeding is a new service for price cap
purposes, i&a" LIDB is an optional service that adds to a customer's range of choices.
Under the Commission's new services test, companies must identify the direct cost of
providing the new service and then must add an appropriate level of overheads to derive
the overall price of .the new service. In adopting this standard, the Commission stated
that price cap LEes should have some flexibility in establishing overheads for new

. 13 Ameritech Direct Case at 9; Bell Atlantic Direct Case Supplement at 2; BellSouth
Direct Case at 1; om Direct Case at 20; NYNEX Direct Case at 14; PacifIC Direct Case
at 1, S; SNET Direct Case at 7; Southwestern Direct Case at 16; United Direct Case at
5; US West Direct Case at 12.

1"~ Appendix C.

U Ameritech, Bell Atlantic, NYNEX, Pacific Bell, SNET, Southwestern and United
used CCSCIS. US West used its own 887 Cost Model, which is actually similar in
concept to CCSCIS. BeIlSouth and OTE did not use CCSCIS.

16 ~, ~, Ameritech Direct Case at 12; NYNEX Direct Case at 16; Pacific Direct
Case at Att. A, p. 1.

17 AUnet Comments at 3-5; CompTel Comments at 1-2; m Comments at 1; Mel
Comments at 19; Sprint Comments,~. For a more detailed discussion of the
comments of CompTel and m, see " 35-38, infm.

II AUnet Comments at 3-5; Mel Comments at 19; Sprint Comments, passim.
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services, in order to establish strong incentives to provide new services. 19

10. Our analysis of the reasonableness of the companies' LIDB rates was a three
step process. First, we examined the companies' direct investment to determine if the
investment assigned to each of the four rate elements for LillB service by the companies
was reasonable. Second, we examined the amount of direct coseo assigned to each rate
element to determine if the direct costs fell within a reasonable range, as compared to the
level of the direct investment. Third, we evaluated whether the claimed overhead
expenses were reasonable, as compared to the level of the direct costs.

11. The LECs had two opportunities -- the tariff review process and this
investigation -- to demonstrate the reasonableness of LIDB rates. The LEC decision to
base investment, and hence rates, on proprietary data not filed with the Commission limits
our ability to assess the reasonableness of the LIDB rates. 21 In general, we agree with
those commenters who argue that, absent access to the model employed to determine the
direct unit investment used to set the rates for a service, we cannot accurately assess the
reasonableness of the rates for that service. 22 However, for both those LECs which relied
on proprietary data and those which did not, the reasonableness of the amount of the
direct investment used to provide the LIDB service can be evaluated by comparing the
proportion of investment assigned with LIDB's proportion of demand for all services
which use the equipment. 23

19~ Amendments of Part 69 of the Commission's Rules Relating to the Creation
of Access Charge Subelements for Open Network Architecture; Policy and Rules
Concerning Rates for Dominant Carriers, CC Docket Nos. 89-79 and 87-313, 7 FCC Rcd
5235 (1992), recon. pending. See also Amendments of Part 69 of the Commission's
Rules Relating to the Creation of Access Charge Subelements for Open Network
Architecture; Policy and Rules Concerning Rates for Dominant Carriers, CC Docket Nos.
89-79 and 87-313, 6 FCC Rcd 4524,4531 (1991) (Part 69/0NA Order).

20 Direct investment is the one-time cost of the equipment used to provide the service.
Direct costs are the on-going costs of providing the service; at a minimum, these include
depreciation, return on investment, and taxes.

21 Both the CCSCIS model used by several of the companies in these filings and the
Switching Cost Information System (SCIS) model used in the ONA filings are engineering
based models which determine unit investment for a service.

22 Compare Commission Requirements for Cost Support Materials to be Filed With
Open Network Architecture Access Tariff, 7 FCC Rcd 1526 (Com.Car.Bur. 1992) (SCIS
Disclosure Order) (in which the Bureau required SCIS models to be filed and redacted
versions to be made available to the parties).

23 In the Open Network Architecture (ONA) context, developing rates for several
hundred service functions on a consistent basis requires the carrier to allocate investment
within the switch by a method that (i) reasonably reflects each service's use of internal
switch components, and (ii) in the aggregate, allocates the entire switch investment as the
functions provided evolve and demand for these functions changes. The complexity
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12: As a result of our.-lysis we find that: (1) the amount of investment allocated
to ~B ~s consistent widtcherelati\'e use of that investment to·provide LlDB ~rvice;
(2) In their res~.to the .....r5Uest, .most of the compuUesjustified the aillO\Jnt of
dir~t costs claimed in .their ...., fiJinas; and (3) in many cases, the amount 'of overhead
loadings has not been JU"'. . Taken together, these specific conclusions support our
finding that eight of the ,*,*"s. failed to meet their burden. of proof under the new
services test and havefailod ._justify the rates originally filed. We conclude that the
filed LlDB query rates for Allletiteeh, Bell Atlantic, BellSouth, GTE, NYNEX, Pacific,
l]ni~ ancJUS West, are elt~ve and theJ:efore unjust and unreasonable.

13. Sirlce.d1e direct CUOI were filed,. however, the LECs have provided additional
information to us that would jusdfy lower rates than originally proposed. We find the
rate&· most companies proposed in their ex putes ck> refl~t reasonable direct costs and
overhead loadings, so that the carriers have met their burden of justifyilJg tl1ese rates at
their reduced levels. Specifically, the carriell have either reduced their overhead loadings
or direct ~sts. or have supplied a justification for their origipally filed ra~es.25 We find
the reduced'rates·Jist{d in the" PfU1efilings of Ameritech, Bell Atlantic, BellSouth,
GTE, NYNEX, Pacific, United and US West to be just aDd r~sonable. The eight
companies are permitted to revise their rates as proposed in their ex partes,26 and listed

inhere.nt in this process of first dissecting the engineering functions of il\div.i.d~.l switch
components, and then allocatina the associated investment to individual service functions,
pracPcaUy. requires a computerized model that replicates the internal architecnire of the
s.~h as· a series of mathematical expressions or algorithms. Because,. the accurate
development of such a computer model in turn requires that the modeler have access to
the detailed design and performance characteristics of individual switch components, any
reasonably consistent approach to rate development for ONA elements inherently entails
tile use of proprietary switch vendor data. ~ SCIS Disclosure Order, 7 FCC Red at
1534-1538.

In contrast, in the LIDB context, the multiple services to which common investment must
be allocated are provided at a more aggregated level of engineering function, which does
not raise such constraints. In developing LIDB rates there is no necessity to allocate
investment associated with internal switch components, and hence no necessity to resort
to computer models that are dependent on proprietary vendor data. Thus, for example,
we are able to examine the reasonableness of the investments assigned to LIDB based on
the service's relative usage of functions provided by complete, "off-the-shelf" equipment
units, rather than being constrained to rely on a SCIS-like or other engineering model to
disaggregate investment associated with the equipment's internal components.

Z4 Our evaluation of these costs, including specification of deficiencies. in the direct
cases, is explained in Appendix C.

2S SNET and Southwestern, in their ex parte filings, have adequately justified their
filed rates, and we find those rates just and reasonable.

26~ ex partes listed in Appendix D.
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in Appendix C, and are required to ilMlerefunds with simple interest.27· The newly
filed rates would be the going-in .... for the ~ce, ~, the rates used to calculate. the
price cap inde~es as of July 1, 1993. Therefore, these eight carriers would recalculate
the ,price cap indexes using the newly-fiW ra•.. We also direct the LECs to file with
the Commission, within 30 days of tho release of this Order, a report describing in detail
their plans for effectuating these refunds. 21 Once these rates are rolled into the indexes,
the normal price cap rules governing rate revisions apply to these rates. Price cap limits
and service band limits should assure the reasonableness of rates and eliminate the need
for further limitations on rates.

B. Description Qf Seryice

14. ,In the Desi&Mtion, Order, the Bureau asked whether the LECs adequately
described the ~IDB query service in the tariffs. Despite the varying level of detail in the
LIDB tariffs, the LECs generally responded that, they had adequately described the LIDB
service in their tariffs. 29 However, some LECS offered to amend their tariffs to address
some of the specific concerns raised by the commenters30 and others provided additional
details about LIDB service in their pleadings. 31

I. Frequency. Nature and Priority of Database Updates

a. Pleadinl:s

IS. The Bureau asked whetherLECs should provide additional information
describing the updating process for th~ LIDB. Carriers do not agree upon the level of
detail that should be contained in the tariffs concerning updating of customer information,
as well as other parameters of the LIDB service. Ameritech and others argue that tariffs

27 The affected carriers have voluntarily agreed to reduce their rates. Furthermore,
this is the first time that rates have been investigated under the new services test.
Therefore. we believe that simple interest is appropriate in this case.

21 We require the companies to submit their plans for issuing refunds. and delegate
to the Common Carrier Bureau authority to review and approve those plans. Because the
LECs would have had flexibility under the price cap rules to change their LIDB rates
once those rates were rolled into the indexes on July 1. 1993. the LECs should include
in their plans a detailed explanation of their computation of the refund amount which
accrued after that date.

29 Ameritech Direct Case at 4. Reply at 3; Bell Atlantic Direct Case at I, Reply at
I; BeIlSouth Direct Case at I. 3. Reply at 2-3; GTE Direct Case at 3-4, Reply at 2;
NYNEX Direct Case at 3. Reply at 2; Pacific Direct Case at 2. Reply at 7-8; SNET
Direct Case at 3. Reply at 2; Southwestern Direct Case at I, Reply at 2; United Direct
Case at 2-3, Reply at I; US West Direct Case at 3. Reply at 7.

30~ Ameritech Direct Case at 8; NYNEX Direct Case at 9. Reply at 6.

31 ~. ~, Bell Atlantic Direct Case at 1-2.
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do not an<ishould not spell alit every technical detail and nuance of the service.32 Rather,
insists Ameritech, the technical details. of the service should be left to separate technical
publications.33 In contrast, BeUAdantic describes its updating procedure in its Direct
Case, and GTE spells out its practices in its tariff.34 NYNEX, while contending that no
further detail is needed, has apced to· amend. its tariff to include a provision stating that
(1) routine updates of its LlD8wi1l be conducted daily during normal business hours; and
(2) its LlDB will be· updated· twenty-four hours per day, seven days per week to reflect
restrictions on NYNEX calling card use arising from suspected fraudulent activity.35

16. MCI and AlInet lJlUe that the LECs' LIDS tariffs must include the frequency
of database updates, the type of information that is included in the updates, and how
quickly the LEe updates data from time of receipt.36 Allnet asserts that if there was
competition for LlDB services, minimum service guarantees and technical specifications
would be included in the service contract.37 However, Allnet asserts that because LIDS
validation is a monopoly service, the·Commission should require the LECs to describe
the minimum performance that is guaranteed.3I MCI contends that when tariff terms are
not explicit, the service provider has free rein to vary them at will depending upon its
market objectives.MCI also asserts that in some cases the LECs have actually failed to
provide service.39

.

17. MCI insists that LEe fears about sophisticated telecommunications customers
using the tariffs as "how-to-commit-fraud" manuals are groundless. MCI argues that the
inclusion of specific fraud control mechanisms in the access tariff would reduce the
incentive sophisticated users would have to abuse the LIDS.40 MCI requests that the
LEes, inter alia: (1) establish a·threshold number of attempts after which a·card or billed
number would be automatically invalid; (2) set low and high velocity checks (of card use

32 Ameritech Direct Case at 4; SellSouth Direct Case at I; NYNEX Direct Case at
9; Pacific Direct Case at 2; United Direct Case at 2.

33 Ameritech Direct Case at 4.

34 Bell Atlantic Direct Case at 1-2; GTE Direct Case at 3-4. US West and Ameritech
object to providing further detail in their tariffs, although they do explain the updating and
fraud prevention and detection techniques at length in their pleadings.~ US West Direct
Case at 6-8; Reply at 8; Ameritech Reply at 3-6.

3S NYNEX Direct Case at 9-10.

36 MCI Comments at 5; Allnet Comments at 2.

37 Allnet Comments at 2.

38 Id.

39 MCI Comments at 5.

40 Id. at 13.
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or billed numbers) that would send warnings to either investigate or invalidate the card
or billed number; and (3) utilme. different threshold levels for different classes of
customers in their tariffs, since different classes of customers require carrier intervention
to prevent fraud at varyinlthreshold levels of usage.41

18. In their replies, Ameritech and others argue that much of the information which
MCI demands is either part of their procedures or already in their tariffs. 42 Others adhere
to the position that the tariffs, as filed, adequately describe the LIDB service!3 Most of
the LIDB providers also dispute MCI's allegation that fraud protection under the LIDB
system has been inadequate due to inaccurate information in the database.44

b. Discussion

19. Section 61.54(j) of the Commission's Rules, 47 C.F.R. Section 61.54(j),
requires that the general roles, including definitions, regulations, exceptions, and
conditions which govemthetariff be stated clearly and definitely. In this respect, we
agree with MCI, that a purchaser of LIDB service has a right to expect that the LIDB
provider express in clear and unambIguous terms certain general parameters of the
service, ~, frequency of database updates, the type of information that is included in
the updates, and how quickly the LEC updates data from time of receipt, the type of
information stored in the database, and any other general technical information. Indeed,
some LECs have either provided some of this information in their tariffs or have indicated
that they will amend their tariffs to include it. For those LECs that have not included this
information in their tariffs, we require this additional material to be included pursuant to
Section 61.54(j)"5 Those carriers that need to amend their tariffs are: Ameritech, Bell
Atlantic, BellSouth, GTE, NYNEX, Pacific, SNET, United, and US West.

2. Fraud Control and LEe Liability

a. Pleadin~s

20. In addition to raising vagueness and .ambiguity issues genera)]y, the Desi~natiQn

Qnk[, responding to petitiQners' arguments, asked fQr CQmmenton how vagueness in the
tariff related to fraud issues. The Desi~nation Order alsQ asked parties tQ comment on

41 kI. MCI also indicates that it would support other LEC actions which would also
reduce fraud.

42 Ameritech Reply at 2-3; GTE Reply at 2-5; NYNEX Reply at 6-8; SNET Reply
at 2; Southwestern Reply at 2-6; US West Reply at 7-8.

43 Bell Atlantic Reply at 1-2; BeJlSouth Reply at 2-3; Pacific Bell Reply at 7-8; United
Reply at 1;

44 Ameritech Reply at 2-3; Pacific Bell Reply at 8; United Reply at 5-6; US West
Reply at 8.

45 See, ~, Southwestern Bell Tariff F.C.C. No. 73, Page 24-7, Section 24.3.3.
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whetherLECs would be liable for erroneous information in the database. As discussed
above,the LEes aenerally fiJIllheir tariffs sufficient, arauing that no additional detail is
needed to guard against fraud. .Purther, without exception, the LEes .araue that the
general limitation. Of.liabilit>'. Ccontai.·...•. ·n~.in.the .ta.riff a.pplicable to other LEe services is
sufficient and properly appliet toUDB seryi~es.46 . Typically, the LEes indicate, the
language in the liability section of the tariff provides that in the· absence of willful
misconduct, the carrier's liabilitY.·.' ... ,to~u.stomers is limited.· to an amo.un.t equal.. < to. the charge
to.thecustomer for the service-lor the period for which the service wasaffected.47 . GTE
and NYNEX argue that the reMOOable~ss and enforceability of liability provi~ions have
been recognized by the courts for some time.... Both carriers contend that the United
States Supreme Court affirmed the validity of limitation of liability clauses for public
utilities in Western Union Tel,. CQ, y, Esteve Bros. & Co" 256 U.S. 566 (1921).

21. GTE· and Pacific araue that it would.be inappropriate for carriers to be liable
to customers for damages resultina from erroneous informatioq or fraud beyond the LIDB
query charge.49 Pacific asserts that if it were to compensate customers for such damages,
Pacific's rates for UDB service would have to be IOcreased. 50 Southwestern and GTE
contend that the primary purpose of allowing access to billing informatiop· residing in the
UDBis to assist customers in making their decision whether to extend credit to the
caller, not to guarantee a revenue stream.51

. .

22. US West further asstrts that it should not be the ~lling.card issuer or provider
of LlDBservice who bears the risk of loss, but rather the company that retains the toll
revenues on calls completed using the card. US West argues that unlike commercial
credit cards,LlDB is not a service arrangement wherein the LEC proposestQ buy all of
MCrs receivables for calling cards and incur all loss for fraud and should not be treated
as such. 52

46 Ameriteeh Direct Case at 6; Bell Atlantic Direct Case at 3; BellSouth Direct Case
at2,;,3; GTE Direct Case at 5, 7-8; NYNEX Direct Case at 4-9; Pacific Direct Case at
34; SNETDirect Case at 4-5; Southwestern Direct Case at 2; United DirectCase at 3
4; US West Direct Case at 4-7.

47~, ~, NYNEX Direct Case at 4, citing NYNEX Tariff F.C.C. No.1, Section
2.1.3(A). See also, Ameritech Direct Case at 6; BellSouth Direct Case at 2-3; GTE Direct
Case at 5; Pacific Direct Case at 3; SNET Direct Case at 4, Reply at 6; United Direct
Case at 4; US West Direct Case at 7.

48 GTE Direct Case at 5-6; NYNEX Direct Case at 6-8.

49 GTE Direct Case at 7; Pacific Direct Case at 3.

50 Pacific Direct Case at 3. See also US West Direct Case at 6-7.

51 GTE Direct Case at 8; Southwestern Direct Case at 2.

52 US West Direct Case at 6-7.
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23. MCI responds that the LEes must imwement fraud controls and assume
responsibility for incorrectly validated calli.. cards. Met states that when IXCs query
tho. LlDB" the'LBCsrespondby iDdicatinI whedIer or nota partiCUlar callina card or
billed,.number,beina~used by a LEe CUStt)mer should be honored. This'information is
essential to the IXC's decisiontocompletethecall.54 MCI.ISO points out that the IXCs
have no other way to obtain this infonnltion. Therefore, concludesMCI, the only way
to deter 'fraud is to establish, a reliable means of detecting invalid cards in the LIDB.
However, complains MCI, the LEC direct cases do not inclUde adequate fraud control
mechanisms;" MCI disputesLEC claims that they already have financial incentive to
reduce fraud. 56 MCI also claims that some LEes are' not updating their database on
weekends to reflect notification of lost or stolen cards, which MCI insists is one of the
prime times for fraudulent use of caUing cards." ,

24. Mel takes issue with US West's attempt to distinauish LEC joint use cards
from commercial credit cards for purposes of limitation of liability. MCI argues that in
both eases, only the card issuer has knowledge of the end user consumer's card history
and alleges that the only difference between She two services is the fact that there are
alternative providers of commercial credit cards." MCI contends that because'the'LECs
have a,monopoly over LIDS ,information needed by, the lXCs they are thereby able to
provide a product which is inferior to commercial credit cards. Mel also argues that, in
contrast to the LEC joint use cards, every other issuer of a telecommunications calling
card must assume some liability for fraud. Therefore, says MCI, for the LECs to absolve,
themselves of all liability for misuse and theft of calling cards is unreasonable. 59 ,

25. Ameritech and Bell AtJanticrespond that MCI is really requesting that the
Commission force LEC LIDBservices to. include billing and collection functions
traditionally performed by commercial credit card companies. Pacific asserts that LIDB
validation will in almost all cases be, considerably chea~r than 'the acceptance fees
charged by commercial credit card companies to merchants. Ameritech and Bell Atlantic
argue that these liability issues are properly left to nonregulated. individually-negotiated

53 MCI Comments at 12.

54 }d.

5S Id. at 12-13, citing Southwestern Direct Case at 1-2 and United Direct Case at 4.

56IQ. at 14-15, citing NYNEX Direct Case at 8; GTE Direct Case at 6; US West
Direct Case at 5-6; Pacific Direct Case at 3; United Direct Case at 3; Bell Atlantic Direct
Case at 2-3; Ameritech Direct Case at 6-7; SNET Direct Case at 3-4.

57 IQ. at 5.

sa Id. at 16.

59 Id.

60 Pacific Reply at 9.
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bitUna.and.~oUec~.eements,.61

26.. Amen.";· iutther asserts that there is no need to create an artificial incentive
tocontl"ol fraud, since Ameriteeh is a very large user of LIDB for intrast,ate calling card
call. and alreadyhaaa very. powerful. incentive to control fraud on its calling cards.62

LlDBwas desia-tand priced for the sole pUrpose of providing users access to
Ameritech's validJtioR databases.63 GTE, NYNBX and BellSouth question why errors in
the provision ofUD.Access. should be governed by a different standard of liability than
is applied to allothortariffed interstate services and assert that there is no reason to
distinguish LlDB· fronl·other offerinis.64

b. DiscQlsion

27. Limitation of liability provisions have lonl been accepted by the courts in the
absence of. willfpl misconduct or gross negligence. Consequently, .clauses limiting a
carrier's financial liability to the cost of the service are. found in virtually all common
carrier tariffs. The LECs claim· that their liability for incorrect LIDB validations is
properly limited by tariffprovisions ttaat provide that in the eventof service outages LECs
must refund "an amount equal to the proportionate charge for the service for the period
during )Vbichthe,servicewas·affected.... "66 ·NYNEX and other LECs interpret this·· to
meanthat.in the event an incorrect validation is provided to a LIDB customer the LEC
is required to refund an amount equal to the charge to the customer for processing the
validation." .The users of LlDB query services argue, however, that the Commission

61 Ameritech Reply at 7; Bell Atlantic Reply at 4.

6~ Ameritech Reply at 6-7. See alsQ, Bell Atlantic Reply at 2; BellSouth Reply at 4
5; GTE Reply at 7;· NYNEX Reply at 3-4; Pacific Reply at 8-9; SNET Reply at 5..6;
United Reply at 5-6.

63 Ameritech Reply at 7.

64 GTE Reply at 7; NYNEX Reply at 4; BeIlSouth Reply at 4-5. BellSQuth alsQ
notes that LECs have historically been permitted tQ exclude these "speculative"
consequential damages in the interest of preserving IQwer rates.

65 See. e.g., Western Union Telegraph Company v. Esteye BrQthers & Co" 256
U.S. 566, 571 (1921); Primrose y. Western Union Telegraph Co., 154 U.S. 1 (1894);
Robert Gibb & Sons. Inc. v. Western Union Telegraph Co., 428 F.Supp. 140 (D.N.D.
1977).

66 In its tariff NYNEX, for example, states that: "... the Telephone Company's
liability, if any, shall not exceed an amount equal tQ the proportionate charge for the
service fQr the period during which the service was affected... " ~ NYNEX Tariff
F.C.C. No.1, Section 2.1.3(A).

61 NYNEX Direct Case at 4-5. Of CQurse, in Qrder to receive refunds fQr the relevant
queries, the custQmer has tQ establish that an error was made by the LECs.
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should require LECs to assume a greater liability for toll fraud that occurs using LEC
joint use cards.

28. Calling card fraud involving LEC joint use cards raises difficult policy
questions not easily or appropriately resolved in the context of a tariff investigation.
Fraudulent use of the telephone network also raises serious public policy issues, since
fraud creates uncollectibles that become part of carrier costs. However, the evaluation
of the creditworthiness of an end user and prevention of fraud are at the very heart of
why a customer orders LIDB service. This information is necessary in order to
adequately inform LIDB customers of the nature of the LIDB service and what protections
they can expect when ordering the service. It also appears that the LECs are uniquely
in control of the accuracy of the information in the LIDB database. On the other hand,
different factual circumstances arising in fraud cases could make it unfair to assign all
liability to the LECs for all costs arising from fraudulent calls using LEC joint use calling
cards. For example, the LECs allege that some operator service providers (OSPs) decline
to query LIDB for all calls and thus subject themselves to an increased risk for toll fraud.

29. In general on toll fraud matters, deciding which party is in the better position
to contain unauthorized use, and who should be liable for toll charges from fraudulent
calls, often depends on the facts and circumstances surrounding each case. We
nevertheless believe that we should address the issue of liability for toll fraud in a more
comprehensive way. We therefore anticipate initiating a rulemaking proceeding shortly
where we will undertake a global examination of issues related to both customer premises
equipment (CPE) and network-based toll fraud as well as tariffed limitations on liability
for charges due to toll fraud.

30. We do, however, have serious concerns about the adequacy of existing toll
fraud detection and prevention procedures of some LECs. As discussed below, we
require the LECs to file tariff revisions outlining their procedures and we anticipate that
they will strengthen them to accord with the best industry practices. We will not,
however, during the interim period pending completion of the broader rulemaking,
prescribe additional exclusions to limitations of liability other than the existing exclusions
for acts of willful misconduct or gross negligence, so long as the LECs' tariffs contain
adequate provisions regarding response to possible fraudulent card use as described in
paragraph 32, infra. We reach this conclusion because the record here provides an
insufficient basis to prescribe a particular allocation of liability between LECs and LIDB
customers, because there are factual problems inherent in toll fraud issues like the ones
in this case, and because we anticipate developing a more comprehensive approach to
liability sharing issues, with a better record, in the upcoming rulemaking. In the interim,
LIDB customers will be protected by the strengthened fraud prevention and detection
procedures we expect will be implemented as a result of this decision.

31. IXCs' comments on this issue also focus on whether the absence of specific
language explaining how a LEC responds to possible fraud permits the LECs too much
flexibility in applying or amending their practices. IXCs have ~xpressed grave concern
about the inadequacy of several LECs' mechanisms to properly update and monitor LIDB.
A number of the LECs in this investigation have tariffed specific language in this regard.
Some of the procedures that the LECs claim to have in place include: (I) identifying the
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information contained in the database, ~, working telephone numbers, calling card
numbers; (2) updating the LIDB database each business day by adding, deleting and
modifying end user customer accounts as such customers move, become delinquent on
their' accounts, order service or cancel service; and (3) emergency updating capabilities
to address lost or stolen cards.61

..' , . ., .

32. Given that the service the LECs are offering is a validation service we think
that it is; at a minimum, reasonable and, in addition, a beneficial practiceJor carriers to
use adequate procedures to assure the quality of validation info~ation. We are
concerned that several of the LEes have not adopted adequate monitoring and updating
practices to prevent the transmission. of erroneous LIDB information., LIDB providers
need' 'to amend their tariffs to come, into compli.nce with Section 61.540) of the
Commission's Rules by identifying in their tariffs what fraud control procedures they have
in phlce.We will carefully examine the LIDBproviders' revisions to identify those
procedures. ,We will not hesitate to prescribe maintenance and fraud prevention measures
if we see that individual carriers' practices are not in line with best industry practices.69

Moreover, we may fmd it necessary to revisit our conclusion that the lilnitations on
liabilitt for LIDB queries are reasonable as an interim matter, if LECs do not ensure that
their tariffs satisfy our concerns. We direct the Commission staff reviewing the carriers'
tariff revisions to ensure that carriers are taking the steps necessary to promptly update
and monitor the LIDBs in accordance with their commitment to provide LIDB service.

33. We note that while each LIDB provider should maintain an accurate, up-to
date database, it is essential that LIDB customers also assist in this process.. Reciprocity
in the sharing of data is helpful to ensure that database information concerning the status
of the line or calling card is the most current. Since fraud can only be battled effectively
thrdugh cooperation among the users of the network, it is important that LIDB customers
do their part. . .

34. Ouring recent U~ discussions with the ten LIDB providers involved in this
investigation, most stated that they are willing to discuss the question. of liability for
incorrect validation information with LIDB customers. 70 During this interim period,
while our rulemaking is pending, we encourage theLECs to enter. into good faith
negotiations with all IXCs that desire some form of fraud protection on LEC joint use
calling cards.71 Of course, we expectLECs to negotiate in good faith with all LIDB

6S ~, ~, GTE Tariff F.C.C. No.1, Page 249.1, Section 8.8(C)(1); Southwestern
Bell Tariff F.C.C. No. 73, Page 24-7, Section 24.3.3.

69 For instance, several LECs either have tariffed or describe in the record procedures
which include LIDB updates 24 hours a day, 7 days a week, to eliminate promptly a
positive validation message when unusual card calling patterns are detected or a card is
reported lost or stolen.

70~ Appendix E for a list of the companies' ex partes reflecting these discussions.

71 See " 35-38, infra.
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customers and to make similar arrangements available to all such customers. 72

3. Mutual Honorin!: A!:reements

a. Pleadin!:s

35. An issue not specifically identified in the Desi!:nation Order was raised by
CompTel and ITI. These carriers allege that while the LEC LIDB providers are arguing
that they should not be required to assume liability for validation errors and fraudulent
use, this is, in fact, the arrangement that most of these same LECs have offered to AT&T
through Mutual Card Honoring Agreements. 73 Consequently, argue CompTel and ITI,
because of the inconsistency between the mutual honoring agreements and the proposed
limitations on LEC liability in the LIDB tariffs, the LECs are unlawfully discriminating
against LIDB customers in favor of AT&T. 74

36. In addition, CompTel and ITI assert that the indemnification provisions
contained in mutual honoring agreements raise a question about whether LIDB rate levels
are reasonable. Specifically, these commenters allege that since the LECs argue that full
liability for fraud would cause the rates for LIDB service to rise, the LECs'
indemnification of AT&T must similarly increase their validation costs. 75 CompTel and
ITI insist that it would be unreasonable to require competitive IXCs to bear both the entire
risk of fraudulent use of their own networks and any part of the costs of fraud on
AT&T's network. While ITI does not dispute that, pursuant to Section 211 of the
Communications Act, common carriers are permitted to arrange their relationships through
contracts as well as tariffs, ITI argues that those contracts may not lawfully discriminate
among carriers and cannot offer terms and conditions inconsistent with tariffs required
by the Commission. 76 CompTel and ITI ask the Commission to investigate these allegedly
discriminatory, off-tariff arrangements between AT&T and the LECs. 77

72 Some variations may be necessary due to differences in customer usage and calling
patterns.

73 CompTel Comments at 1-2; ITI Comments at I.

74 CompTel Comments at 1-2; ITI Comments at I. CompTel and ITI argue that,
pursuant to the mutual honoring agreements the LECs are reportedly required to buy the
accounts receivable associated with calls charged to the LEC calling cards which utilize
AT&T's network--the LECs are liable for all fraud occurring on AT&T's network for
interLATA usage of LEC calling cards, while AT&T maintains all responsibility for fraud
occurring on the LECs' networks for intraLATA usage of AT&T Card Issuer
Identification (ClID) cards. Id. at 3 citin!: AT&T Comments in CC Docket No. 91-115,
Attachment B at 3-4.

75 CompTel Comments at 5-6; ITI Comments at 4.

76 ITI Comments at 6-7.

77 CompTel Comments at 5; ITI Comments at 7.
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37. Pacific and US West first reply that any discussion of mutual honoring
agreements is beyond the scope of this proceeding. 7I Most of the carriers, however, do
respond to ITI's and CompTel's allegations. Ameritech, Bell Atlantic, BellSouth and
other LECs dispute the allegations of unreasonable discrimination raised by ITI and
CompTel as being unfounded. These LECs argue that the mutual honoring agreement is
an unregulated billing and collection a~eement and assert that this type of agreement can
be negotiated with any interested IXC. Furthermore, arlue the LECs, ITI and CompTel
have misrepresented the content of these agreements. I United asserts that a mutual
honoring agreement is not a substitute for purchasing LIDB validation services under
United's LIDB tariff, and insists that none of the costs of the mutual honoring agreement
are being recovered under its LIDB tariff.II

b. Discussion

38. We believe that the issues raised by ITI and CompTel are beyond the scope
of this investigation. Indeed, the agreements themselves are not even on the record of
this proc~ng .. Any objection concerning a mutual honoring agreement is not a specific
problem with the facial provisions of the LIDB tariffs but rather deals with private
agreements among speci{ic parties that are more appropriately left to the Commission's
complaint process. Moreover, there is no evidence from the LECs' cost support that the
LIDB rates include any LEC costs associated with AT&T toll fraud. Of course, since
Section 202(a) of the Communications Act prohibits unjust or unreasonable discrimination
by any means or device, a mutal honoring agreement that creates an unreasonable
preference favoring one !XC with respect to aLEC's liability for erroneous information
in its database, in comparison to liability provisions contained in LEC access tariffs,
would violate the .Communications Act.

71 Pacific Reply at 3; US West Reply at 9.

79 Ameritech Reply at 12-13; Bell Atlantic Reply at 3; BellSouth Reply at 5-6; GTE
Reply at 7-8; NYNEX Reply at 4-5; Pacific Reply at 1-2; Southwestern Reply at 17
18; United Reply at 1-2; US West Reply at 10. SNET did not respond to ITI's and
CompTel's allegations. In their replies, the LECs acknowledge that the LEe Callim~

Card Practices order mandates that they offer mutual honoring agreements to all
customers.

80 Pacific Reply at 2. Pacific insists that, nothing in its agreement with AT&T makes
Pacific liable for all fraud occurring on AT&T's network for interLATA usage of LEC
calling cards, nor does Pacific generally bear the risk of uncollectible calls charged to its
card and carried on AT&T's network.

II United Reply at 3-4. See also Bell Atlantic Reply at 3; Pacific Bell Reply at 1-2;
Southwestern Reply at 17-18.
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4. Use of Technical Publjcations

a. Pladinas

39. The Bureau sought comment concerning the cross-referencing of technical
publications in the UDB access service tariffs. Technical publications are documents .that
contain the engineering specifications and other service parameters that inform the
customer of the pro per method of interconnection and provide other relevant detail
concerning the manner in which the service will be provided. Technical publications
referenced in a tariff must be publicly available and identified in the tariff. Specifically,
carrier tariffs currently list the name of the technical reference and the date on which it
was made available to the public. Ameritech, Bell Atlantic, GTE, NYNEX, and SNET
assert that the dates ofthe latest technical publications should be listed in the tariff.12 US
West, on the other hand, urges that the Commission find that the date of each revision
of technical publications need not be reflected in LEC tariffs.13 US West contends that
because the evolution of the technical publications involves the input and participation of
the industry, the Commission should not require that the date of each revision of technical
publications be reflected in the LEe tariffs.14

40. MCI argues that LIDB tariffs must include the dates of the latest revisions of
referenced technical publications."MCI contends that when tariff terms and conditions
are not explicit the service provider has free. rein to vary them at will depending upon its
market objectives.16 MCI notes that NYNEX has agreed .to provide the current date of
technical publications, indicating that arguments raised by other LECs are baseless.17

b. Qiscussion

41. While we support the industry practice of informing customers of proposed
changes to technical publications, we agree with NYNEX, GTE, Bell Atlantic, andMCI
that carriers should include the most up-to-date information concerning the referenced
technical publications in their tariffs." Because the information contained in technical

12 Ameritech Direct Case at 7; Bell Atlantic Direct Case at 4; GTE Direct Case at 6-
7; NYNEX Direct Case at 11-12; SNET Direct Case at 4.

13 US West Direct Case at 10.

14 !d.

15 MCI Comments at 5.

16 !d.

17 hi. at 10.

" ~ American Telephone and Telegraph Company, Revisions to Tariff F.C.C.
Nos. 259, 260, 263, 266, 268, 270, 271 and 273, Transmittal No. 14346, Memorandum
Opinion and Order, Mimeo 6295 (Com.Car.Bur.) (ReI. Sept. 8, 1983).
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publications includes terms of service, permitting revisions to technical publications
without also noting changes in the tariff would place the customer in the unacceptable
position of being bound by tariff terms and conditions without beiDi able to determine
theirparti~ulars. Consequently, we require that carriers state in the tariff the publication
andissU&llGC ~te of the referen¢ed technical document, and: theClate of each revision.19

Tbe.,LECisl'esponsible for infol111ingany interested party where'a copy of the publication
can be obtained and may not rely on any technical publication that is not publicly
available.

S. DS(§.CJiption of CalI·Gawina and Other Technical Parameters for Processioa
JIDVQueries' '

~. Pl,eadinp
.. ,

.42. "9all Gapping" or "Code Gapping" is a procedure that is invoked when the
database is· rece.ving more traffic, than it is equipped to process. When the traffic volume
exceeds the capacity of the database, the switch is instructed by the database to reduce
the number of queries being sent to the LlDB. Consequently, when 'an overload condition
exists, callPppinJ will gluse a delay in the processing of a portion of the LIDB queries.
The LEes are divid,ed on whether information conceriiliig call ,appingshould be stated
in ttbetariff.Bell Atlantic, GTE, NYNEX, Pacific, Southwestern, and US West either
explainJheir~odegappi,ng procedures or identify the technical publication that describes
this proces~. . Ameritech, BellSOuth, SNET, and United insist ttult this information need
not be described in the tariff because it is explained in a technical pubtication. 9J

43. The LECs are also split on whether the tariffs should describe additional
technical parameters for LlDB service. US West and BellSouth argue that requiring that
the' 'bulk pf technical detail be placed in the tariff would unnecessarily enlarge carrier
tariffs and would not be, consistent with recent practice with respect to switched access
tariff ftlipgs. 92 BellS()uth insiits that current editions of technical publications are available
and contends that there is no basis for petitioners to differentiate between LII>B access
service and interstate access offerings generally. 93

19 We are particularly troubled by US West's comments that it may not adopt an
entire technical publication being referenced.~ US West Direct Case at 9-10. If US
West or any LEC does not adopt the entire technical publication in its tariff, then the
filing LEC must also identify those parts of the technical publication that it has adopted.

90 Bell Atlantic Direct Case at 4; GTE Direct Case at Direct Case at 8-9; NYNEX
Direct Case at 10-11; Southwestern Direct Case at 3-4; US West Direct Case at 9.

91 Ameritech Direct Case at 8; BellSouth Direct Case at 2; SNET Direct Case at 5;
United Direct Case at 2-3.

92 US West Direct Case at 8; BellSouth Direct Case at 2. See also SNET Direct Case
at 5; United Direct Case at 2-3.

93 BellSouth Direct Case at 2-3.
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44. Mel and Allnet araue that the tariffs are not detailed enough and should .
contain additional technical parameters.N MCI insists that the LEe tariffs should contain
specific descriptions of each carrier's call or code gapping procedure, including threshold
levels that trigger the use of gapping, and LIDB service generally. MCI insists that the
lack of specificity about LIDB provides the opportunity for LECs to discriminate between
access customers in violation of Section 202(a) of the Communications Act. 95

b. Discussion

4S. As discussed above, we believe that the tariffs of several LIDB service
providers are not sufficiently detailed in some areas and need to be supplemented. 96 The
Commission, hOwever, believes that to place all the technical information in a tariff
publication would be unduly burdensome to the reader of the tariff. The. Commission
practice has been to require technical details in the tariff where .they are unusually
important for understanding the offering. In contrast, where such detail is not crucial,
including that information is not required. In the latter circumstance, the Commission
grants a waiver of Section 61.74(a) of the Commission's Rules, 47 C.F.R. § 61.74(a),
permitting the carrier to reference' the wblication without being required to incorporate
the entire document into the filed tariff. 7 A grant of ttais type of waiver, however, is not
to be construed as permitting a LEC to make its tariff completely devoid of all technical
information. The public must still receive adequate notice of information relevant to the
service offered.

46.. The code gapping procedure is an element of LIDB service that should be
described in the LIDB providers' tariffs. Because the invQCation of this process means
that a LIDS customer will not be able to validate all joint use calling card calls in equal
time frames, it is important that the customer have an understanding of how the process
works. Southwestern has already included a description of call gapping in its tariff.
Southwestern explains that durina an overload condition, automatic call gapping will be
invoked, and that this procedure of dropping every one out of three queries received will
be applied uniformly to all users of Southwestern's LIDB Validation Service.9I Adding
a description of the procedures used will ensure that customers know what to expect
when ordering the service. Therefore, we require the remaining LECs to revise their
tariffs to specify their call gapping procedures.

94 MCI Comments at 5-9; Allnet Comments at 2.

95 MCI Comments at 6.

96 ~" 19, 27-34~.

97 Section 61.74(a) states: "... no tariff publication filed with the Commission may
make reference to any other tariff publication or to any other document or instrument."

91 Southwestern Bell Telephone Company Tariff F.C.C. No. 73, Section 24.3.9.
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C. Sufficiency of Description of ~6 Kbps Common Channel Si~na1lin~ Interconnection
Link

47. In· order to access LIDB, customers must purchase a common channel
signalling (CCS) interconnection link. In the Desi&Mlion Order, the Bureau asked
whether the tariffs should contain additiornil detail regarding the technical parameters for
the CCS interconnection link. In particular, the Bureau noted that the tariff descriptions
of the CCS interconnection service cross reference technical publications which state that
the CCS interconnection link is technically equivalent to a 56 kbps special access line. 99

a. Pleadin~s

48. Ameritech, Bell Atlantic, and the other LECs assert that their tariffs contain
technical references' to extensive information about CCS interconnection and service
parameters for both CCS interconnection and 56 kbps special access. 1OO These carriers
insist that the technical publications to which they refer contain all of the technical
parameters and other operating information needed by interconnecting customers. 101

Southwestern avers that references to technical publications are proper since the Bureau
granted Southwestern a waiver of Section 61.74 of the Commission's Rules, 47 C.F.R.
§ 61.74. 102

49. As for the nature of the CCS link, GTE asserts that the interconnection is not
merely "technologically equivalent" but, in fact, the same as the interconnection for 56
kbps or DSI special access services. 103 In describing the service, GTE's tariff specifies
that. customers may interconnect to GTE's CCS7 network using a 56 kbps interface or a
PSI interface. GTE explains that its tariff contains the same description of technical
parameters for interconnection to GTE's CCS network through either a 56 kbps or DSI
interface. 104

50. By contrast, NYNEX and US West allege that the two services are different,
contending that the STP Links used for CCSA interconnection have technical requirements
that exceed those of multiplexed 56 kbps data circuits. NYNEX further asserts that in
addition to the technical requirements for multiplexed 56 kbps data circuits, the STP Links

99 Desi&JUUion Order, 7 FCC Rcd at 2169.

100 Ameritech Direct Case at 9; Bell Atlantic Direct Case at 4-5; BellSouth Direct
Case at 3; GTE Direct Case at 12; NYNEX Direct Case at 12-14; Pacific Direct Case 4
5; SNET Direct Case at 5-6; Southwestern Direct Case at 4-5; United Direct Case at 5;
US West Direct Case at 10-12.

101 ~, ~, Bell Atlantic Direct Case at 5.

102 Southwestern Direct Case at 5.

103 GTE Direct Case at 12.

104 GTE Direct Case at 12-13.
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must be specificall)' timed, diversely routed and meet specific availability requirements.
Finally, NYNEX IOsists that the STP links have a unique application in network to
network CCS signalling. lOS

51. Allnet argues that includilll information on the technical parameters of the
service in the tariff will provide customers with an opportunity to comment on the
appropriateness of the initially proposed technical descriptions and any revisions to those
descriptions ina timely manner before they are implemented. 106 MCI argues that the
LECs must explain any differences between the 56 kbps CCS interconnection link and a
56 kbps special access line. IO

? MCI also argues that the fact that most of the LECs use
their tariffed 56kbps.Digital Data Service (DDS) special access rates as the rates for their
CCS interconnection adds to the confusion. MCI and Allnet insist that this is
unsatisfactory and assert that discussions of the differences between the services should
not be left to a technical publication. 101

b. Discussion

52. Whether the 56 kbps CCS interconnection service and 56 kbps special access
service are alike or different is immaterial for purposes of this investigation. The Bureau
asked whether the 56 kbps CCS· interconnection service had been· adequately described.
We agree with MCI and Allnet that many of the carriers have failed to provide sufficient
technical description to make the tariff language unambiguous. All of the LIDB providers
should supply at least as much technical detail concerning their CCS interconnection link
as NYNEX has. 109 Carriers providing a description of the 56 kbps interconnection service
lacking the detail contained in NYNEX's tariff shall file revisions to include descriptions
of the interconnection service similar to those identified above. These carriers are:
Ameritech, Bell Atlantic, BellSouth, GTE, Pacific, SNET, Southwestern, United and US
West.

m. CONCLUSION

53. In this Order we have concluded that the rates being charged. by eight of the
LIDB providers are excessive, because they are based on direct costs and overhead
loadings not justified by the carriers, and therefore unjust and unreasonable. We have
also determined that revised lower rates prepared by the eight carriers are just and
reasonable at those reduced levels, and so have directed eight of the carriers to issue

105 NYNEX Direct Case at 13-14. NYNEX states that all of the necessary technical
specifications are contained in technical publication TR-TSV-000905.

106 Allnet Comments at 3.

10? MCI Comments at 18~ GTE Direct Case at 12; SNET Direct Case at 5; US
West Direct Case at 11; NYNEX Direct Case at 14.

101 MCI Comments at 18-19; Allnet Comments at 3.

109~ NYNEX Telephone Companies, Tariff F.C.C. No.1, Section 6.1.3(A)(2)(e).
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refunds and have permitted. them to file new going-in rates for the CCS signalling link,
STP port termination, LIDB tranlport, and LIDS query to reflect the nnes proposed· in
their ex partes and listed in Appendix C. We have further concluded'that the LBCLIDB
tariffs, as filed, lack the clarity and the resulting detail required by the Commission's
Rules and have ordered the LEes to amend their tariffs to clarify certain parameters of
the· LIDB .service.

lV.oaDERlNG CLAUSES

54. Accordingly,. IT IS OJU>BRED, pursuant to Sections 4(i), 4(j), 204(a), and 403
of the Communications Act, 47 U.S.C. IllS4(i), 154(j), 204(a), 403~ that the LIDS rates
contained in the Ameriteeh OPeratinl Companies Tariff F.C.C. No.2, The ,Bell Atlantic
Telephone Companies Tariff F.C.C. 1, BellSouth Telecommunication~, Inc. rariff
F.C.C. No.1, GTE Telephone Operating Companies Tariff F.C.C. No.1, The NYNEX
Telephone Companies Tariff F.C.C. No. I,Pacific Bell Tariff F.C.C. No. 128, United
Telephone System TanffF.C.C. No.5 and US West Communications TariffF.C.C. No.
1 ARE UNLAWFUL.

55. IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, pursuant to Sections 4(i), 4(j), 204(a), and 403
of the, Communications Act, 47 U.S.C. II 154(i), 154(j), 204(a) , 403, thatthe LIDB rates
contained in The Southern New England Telephone Company Tariff F.C.C. No, 39 and
SOuthwestern. Bell Telephone Company Tariff F.C.C. No. 73 ARE LAWFUL.

56. IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that the. LIDB -rates, as they are described in
Section D.A, JDJD, and Appendix C of this Order, are just, reasonable, and MAYBE
FILJID'by the Ameritech Operatinl Companies, The Bell Atlantic Telephone Companies,
BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc., The GTE Telephone Operating Companies, The
NYNEX Telephone Companies, Pacific Bell, United Telephone System and U S West
Communications.

57. .IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, pursuant to Sections, 4(i), 4(j), 204(a), and 403
,- of,the Communications Act, 47 U.S.C. II 154(i), 154(j), 204(a), 403, that the Ameritech
.. Operating ,Companies, The Bell Atlantic Telephone Companies, BellSouth
'Telecommunications, Inc., GTE Telephone' Operating Companies, .The NYNEX
Telephone Companies, Pacific Bell, United Telephone System and U S West
Communications SHALL REFUND, with simple interest, the difference between the rate
currently in effect in their tariffs and the rates SPECIFIED IN APPENDIX C to those
customers that subscribed to their LIDB service during the period from the date their
tariffs became effective and the date that the rate as SPECIFIED IN APPENDIX C
becomes effective. The companies ARE ORDERED to submit their plans for issuing
refunds to the Common Carrier Bureau for review and approval, pursuant to our
delegation of authority within 30 days of the release of this Order. Interest shall be
computed on the basis of interest rates specified by the United States Internal Revenue
Service.

58. IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, pursuant to Sections 4(i), 4(j), 204(a), and 403
of the Communications Act, 47 U.S.C. II 154(0, 154(j), 204(a), 403, that the Ameritech
Operating Companies, ~ Bell Atlantic Telephone Companies, BellSouth
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Telecommunications, Inc., GTE Telephone Operating Companies,· The NYNEX
Telephone Companies, Pacific Bell, United. Telephone System and U S West
Communications SHALL FJL,B. TAmJIF REVISIONS not later than five business days
from the release date of this Order. 'I1terevised rates are to become effective on five
days' notice.

59. IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, pursuant to Sections 4(i), 40), 204(a), 205,
and 403 of the Communications Act, 47 U.S.C. II 154(i), 154(j), 204(a), 205, 403, that
the Ameritech Operating Companies, The Bell Atlantic Telephone Companies, BellSouth
Telecommunications, Inc., GTE Telephone Operating Companies, The NYNEX
Telephone Companies, Pacific Bell, United Telephone System and U S West
Communications SHALL USE the revised rates to recalculate their July 1, 1993, Actual
Price Indexes (API) and Service Band Indexes (SBI).

60. IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, pursuant to Sections 4(i), 40), 204(a), and 403
of the Communications Act, 47 U.S.C. §§ 154(i), 1540), 204(a), 403, that the Ameritech
Operating Companies, The Bell Atlantic Telephone Companies, BellSouth
Telecommunications, Inc., GTE Telephone Operating Companies, The NYNEX
Telephone Companies, Pacific Bell, The Southern New England Telephone Company,
Southwestern Bell Telephone Company, United Telephone System and U S West
Communications SHALL FILB TARIFF REVISIONS not later than five business days
from the release date of this Order modifying the terms and conditions of their tariffs to
be consistent with this Order. The revisions to the terms and conditions are to become
effective on 35 days' notice.

61. IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that Special Permission No; 93-XXX IS
ASSIGNED and Sections 61.58 and 61.59 of the Commission's Rules. 47 C.F.R. §§
61.58. 61.59. ARE WAIVED for the purposes of compliance with this Order.

62. IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that the investigation and accounting order
imposed by the Common Carrier Bureau in CC Docket No. 92-24 IS TERMINATED.

FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION

!!ulil{!5'l-
Acting Secretary
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APPENDIX A

AUnet Communication Services, Inc. (A1lnet)
Ameriteeh Operatinl Companies (Ameriteeh)
Bell Atlantic Telephone Companies (BeD Atlantic)
BellSouth Telephone Companies (BellSouth)
Competitive Telecommunications Associations (CompTel)
GTE Telephone Operating Companies (GTE)
International Telecharge, Inc. (In)
MCI Communications Corporation (MCl)
NYNBX Telephone Companies (NYNEX)
Pacific Bell Telephone Companies (Pacific)
Southern New England Telephone Company (SNET)
Southwestern Bell Telephone Company (Southwestern)
Sprint Communications Company Limited Partnership (Sprint)
United Telephone System (United)
US West, Inc. (US West)



APPENDIXB

0'


